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Pragmatics, defined by Bates (1976) as the use of language in
context, is becoming a recognized area with which the speech-language
pathologist should be concerned in terms of diagnosis and remediation.
In the past few years, there has been an abundance of research into
pragmatic skills as a part of normal child language development; however, pragmatic development in disordered populations has been investigated to a far lesser extent.

Research into disordered populations
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has the importance of determining if, along with a disorder, pragmatic
problems are also present which could further impede an individual's
ability to participate effectively in conversational situations.

If

pragmatic problems are indeed further impeding individuals with speech,
language, and/or hearing problems, then it is important to be aware of
pragmatics in diagnostic and remediation procedures.
At this time, Wiig (1982) has the only marketed evaluation instrument.

Otherwise, one must refer to journal articles and unpublished

research or obtain materials from workshops and/or short courses.

The

Pragmatic Protocol devised by Prutting (1982a) is a tool to evaluate
the three pragmatic areas as described by Austin (1962) and Searle
(1969).

Hassan (1982) and Buen (in preparation) have utilized the

protocol in their investigations to evaluate deficits in school articulation and language caseloads and normal students.
The purposes of this investigation were to identify, via the
Pragmatic Protocol, the incidence of pragmatic disorders within public
school articulation and language caseloads and a control group of normal students and to specify the pragmatic areas, i.e., utterance propositional, and/or illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories in
which deficits occur.
The sixty seven-to nine-year old subjects drawn from two elementary schools in Canby, Oregon were divided into articulation disordered, language delayed, and normal groups of twenty members each based
on specific criteria.

The articulation and language subjects were ob-

served in an informal conversation with their speech-language pathologists.

The normal subjects were observed in an informal conversation
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with their classroom teachers.

Based upon these observations, the

pragmatic behaviors of these subjects were judged via the protocol as
being appropriate or inappropriate.
The results indicated the normal group demonstrated a low incidence of pragmatic deficits; when deficits did occur, they were solely
within the utterance act category, exhibiting difficulties with verbal
and nonverbal aspects of speech.

The articulation group demonstrated

a higher incidence of pragmatic deficits with the most occurring within
the utterance act category followed by the illocutionary/perlocutionary
act category, pertaining to the actual usage of language in a conversational situation, and lastly, the propositional act category, dealing
with the linguistic dimensions of a verbal massage.

The language group

was judged as having a much greater incidence of pragmatic deficits
than the other two groups with deficits evident in all three categories.
The incidence of pragmatic deficits in the articulation and language groups was higher than in Hassan's (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) samples.

They also found the majority of deficits in their ar-

ticulation groups occurred within the utterance act category but they
did not find a high incidence with the illocutionary/perlocutionary
act category as this study did.

Similar to this study, Hassan's lan-

guage group also demonstrated more deficits overall than her articulation group.
The findings from all studies of pragmatic deficits within articulation disordered and language delayed populations support the current trends to view a child's pragmatic skills as an important dimension of communicative competence to be considered in the evaluation
and remediation of co111T1unication disorders.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
INTRODUCTION
The advent of the pragmatic movement in the field of speech-language pathology is marked by the introduction of the term by Elizabeth
Bates (1976), who defined pragmatics as "rules governing the use of
language in context." This movement has sparked an interest during the
past six years in the pragmatic development of a child's language, i.e.,
how he learns to use language effectively, taking into consideration
the development of linguistic and phonological rules, as well as the
acquisition of social and cognitive knowlege (Prutting, 1982c).
Child language does not develop in a vacuum but in an environment teeming with a variety of contexts.

The child needs to refine communica-

tion skills within each context in order to master the ability to communicate in a multitude of settings (Prutting, 1982c).
Some children do not develop adequate pragmatic skills which may
leave them at a disadvantage in developing adequate articulation and
language skills (Bates, 1976; Prutting 1982c).

With the growing inter-

est in pragmatics, it is necessary to identify the breakdown in the emergence of pragmatic skills in articulation and language disordered individuals, as well as other communication disordered individuals.
Additionally, research into disordered populations has the importance
of determining if, along with a disorder, pragmatic problems are also
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present which could further impede an individual's ability to participage effectively in conversational situations.
The speech-language pathologist in the public schools has typically dealt with articulation and language deficits and has treated
them in assessment and management procedures.

With the awareness of

pragmatics, a need has grown for additional assessment procedures to
determine where pragmatic deficits lie within given individuals with
articulation and language deficits in order to remediate communication
disorders within a pragmatic context, rather than in a vacuum.

The

development of the Pragmatic Protocol by Prutting (1982a), in which
three areas of pragmatic behavior are qualitatively evaluated during
an informal interaction of a client with another person, may offer the
profession such a procedure.

{Appendices A and B).

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
The purposes of this investigation were to identify via the
Pragmatic Protocol the incidence of pragmatic disorders within public
school articulation and language caseloads, as compared to a control
group of normal students, and secondarily, the pragmatic areas in which
deficits occurred.

This investigation sought to answer the following

questions:
1) What is the incidence of pragmatic disorders within
groups of twenty articulation disordered clients, twenty
language delayed clients, and twenty normal students,
between the ages of seven and nine?
2)

In what pragmatic areas, i.e., subcomponents of the
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protocol which include the utterance, propositional and
illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories, do disorders
occur within each group?
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
Following are operational definitions utilized by this investigator in the present investigation.
Articulation Disordered Subjects:

subjects exhibiting mild to

moderate articulation disorders as judged by their speech-language
clinicians.
Communicative Competence:

the ability to use language appropri-

ately in a given context (Hymes, 1971; Rees, 1978).
Illocutionary Act:

intentions of the speaker in a given context

(Prutting, 1982b).
Language Delayed Subjects:

subjects of average intelligence who

were diagnosed by their speech-language clinicians as demonstrating
receptive and expressive language abilities at least one year below
chronological age level.
Normal Hearing:

passing a hearing screening within the past year.

Normal Subjects:

subjects who are in regular classrooms and re-

ceive no special services and who have passed articulation, language,
and hearing screening.
Perlocutionary Act:

effects of a speaker's message on the lis-

tener in a given context (Prutting, 1982b).
Propositional Act:

the linguistic dimensions of a verbal message

in a given context (Prutting, 1982b).
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Speech Act:

the minimal unit in the act of purposeful communica-

tion consisting of the dimensions of utterance, propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary acts (Searle, 1969; Dore, 1974; Rees, 1978;
Prutting, 1982c).
Utterance Act:

the verbal and nonverbal aspects involved in pro-

ducing a message in a given context (Prutting, 1982c).

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The consideration of pragmatics as "rules governing the use of
language in context" (Bates, 1976 ) gives speech-language pathology
added responsibilities in the diagnosis and remediation of communication disorders.

In this review of literature, the shift to an emphasis

on pragmatics in child language will be discussed along with research
on pragmatic development in normal and disordered populations and
available pragmatic evaluation instruments.
SHIFT TO PRAGMATICS IN
STUDY OF LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
The learning theorists of Skinner's school were prominent in the
early research on language development conducted in the 1950s.

They

were not particularly interested in the context in which an utterance
occurred or in the influence of cognitive and social skills on development of form, meaning, and usage of language.

They were mainly con-

cerned with how children's utterances were a product of imitation and
reinforcement.
In the late fifties and early sixties, Chomsky set forth an emphasis on psycholinguistics and the presence of an innate ability to
acquire language which could generate a grammar common to every language.

Chomsky focused on acquisition of grammatical structures with-
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in linguistic contexts, rather than within interpersonal corrununicative
contexts.

Like the learning theorists, he disregarded social and

psychological influences on language development {Bates, 1976).
In the late sixties and early seventies, the meaning of utterances
in child language was examined by generative semantic theorists, including Schlesinger, Brown, and Fillmore.

This shift in emphasis to seman-

tics or meaning was an important one, but it still omitted development
of the use of language within the context of social communication.
Bloom (1970) was one of the first researchers to consider context
when interpreting child language development.

In a study in which she

examined the early multiword utterances of three children, she discovered their early meanings could be determined by the context in which
utterances took place.

Following her study, researchers began to take

context into consideration in studying child language.
Bates (1976) marked an important switch in concentration in the
study of child language development when she stated that all language
is pragmatic to begin with, i.e., is context-sensitive from birth.
Although some research had begun which took social context into consideration in child language development, it was not until after 1976 that
a great amount of research with pragmatics as a focus was conducted.
Before discussing the research in normal pragmatic development, it
is important to be acquainted with language philosophers Austin (1962)
and Searle {1969) from whom much of the theoretical basis of pragmatics
is drawn.
EARLY THEORETICAL BASIS FOR PRAGMATICS
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Austin (1962) theorized that in verbalizing,one is actually acting
and thereby performing a speech or performative act.

If a speech act

is to be performed correctly, then it must be appropriate to the given
situation in the sense of being said by the right people to the right
people under the right circumstances, or as Austin stated:
The particular persons and circumstances in a given case
must be appropriate for the invocation of the particular
procedure invoked.
He described each utterance as consisting of three parts, which he
termed the locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary forces.

The

locutionary force refers to what is actually uttered in a message, as
well as its referential meaning.

The illocutionary force is the in-

tention or function of an utterance, such as informing or warning.

The

perlocutionary force he designated as the result of saying something,
such as convincing or persuading.
Searle (1969) considered the speech act to be the minimal unit of
communication.

As an expansion of Austin's theory, he delineated three

aspects of a speech act:
and sentences;

1) the utterance act is the uttering of words

2) the propositional act is the grammatical "clothing"

of an utterance relative to referring and predicating;

and 3) the

illocutionary and perlocutionary acts deal with the function or intention of an utterance and its effect on the listener, identical to
Austin's descriptions discussed previously.
The works of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) give an understanding
of the theoretical basis for much of the pragmatic research.

With this

brief description of these important language philosophers, one can examine the research into normal pragmatic development.

8

AREAS OF PRAGMATIC RESEARCH
IN NORMAL CHILD LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
Examining research into the pragmatics of normal language development provides a perspective on what is normal pragmatic development as
a basis for examining pragmatics in disordered speech and language populations.

Prutting (1982c) outlined four major areas of emphasis in

pragmatic research in normal child language development:
site cognitive and social behavior;

1) prerequi-

2) functions of language in con-

text that serves the child's purposes;

3) conversational rules within

linguistic and non-linguistic contexts; and 4) stylistic variations
within a social context.

Research into these four areas will now be

discussed.
Preguisite Cognitive and Social Behavior
Bruner (1975) dealt with the social interaction between mother and
child within the first year of life.

He longitudinally studied six in-

fants from the ages of seven months to thirteen months and their interactions with their mothers.

Bruner observed that through social inter-

action mother and .infant establish joint attention to each other and to
objects and joint action such that they develop ritualized mutual play.
Bruner stated that grammatical rules are learned by analogy with rules
of action and attention and concluded from his research that social and
cognitive factors in terms of the attention-drawing in early motherinfant play are important prelinguistic factors for the infant's eventual understanding and use of more conventional forms of language.
Bates, Benigni, Bretherton, Camaioni, and Volterra (1979) also
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focused on prerequisite social and cognitive behaviors in their recent
study of children nine to thirteen months of age.

They concluded there

are three underlying capacities, including imitation, tool use, and
communicative intent, which are prerequisite skills for emergence of
the symbolic ability to use words in a meaningful manner.
Functions of Language in Context
Dore (1974) developed a classification system of primitive speech
acts based on observations of three one-year olds, each interacting
with an adult.

His system included such functions as labelling, re-

peating, answering, requesting an action, requesting an answer, calling,
greeting, protesting, and practicing.
Halliday (1975), on the basis of observations of his son's language development, proposed that development of comprehension and use
of meaningful language take place within human interactions.

Inter-

actions provide the basis by which children gradually learn different
ways to use language, which Halliday, like Dore, termed as functions.
Halliday identified three phases in the development of language.

He

concluded these phases gradually encompass more complex and diverse
functions accompanied by more sophisticated language.
Liebman (1982), in her study with four-, six-, and eight-year olds,
investigated the function of informing from Halliday's phase I.

She

defined the function of informing as giving ideas and information to
others via such means as describing, naming, and giving.

From her re-

sults she concluded that four-year olds lack the cognitive skills
necessary to develop a full range of efficient alternatives for informing.

The six-year olds are in a state of transition between the
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four-and eight-year olds.

The eight-year olds have the ability to des-

cribe an object completely and under pressure employ efficient strategies of informing.

From these results, Liebman surmised that the func-

tion of informing develops as children become older.
In a study to investigate another function, Zirrunerman (1982) dealt
with the development of expressing feelings, including praise, apology,
commiseration, blame, challenge, endearment, and a positive and negative state in thirty children four to eight years old.

She concluded

from her results that ability to express appropriate feelings verbally,
as well as mastery of a number of different feelings, increases as
children become older.
Emergence of Conversational Rules
Bloom, Rocissano, and Hood (1976) examined the nature of adjacency in adult-child responses in a longitudinal study of four children
twenty-one to thirty-six months of age.
utterance following another in time.

Adjacency was defined as an

They found that by age three,

children use more contingent responses, which are responses that relate
to the prior utterance and add information, less imitative responses,
amd more self-initiated utterances.

Bloom et al. concluded that as

children grow older, they use more effective conversational strategies.
Keenan, Ochs, and Schieffelin (1976) researched the handling of
topics in conversation by twin boys from the age of thirty-three
through forty-five months as they interacted with one another and an
adult.

They found that by age three, children have some sensitivity to

the needs of others in a conversation and, when needed, are capable of
revising their utterances to repair a communication breakdown in a con-
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versation.

They also discovered that three-year olds talk about sub-

jects separate from the immediate context.
Gallagher (1977) also dealt with revision behaviors in her investigation of children in each of Brown's three stages of early language
development.

Revision behaviors were defined as the alteration of an

utterance when needed in the course of a conversation for the purpose
of clarifying for the listener what one is saying.

She found that as

children become more linguistically proficient, they develop more elaborate and varied strategies of revision.
Corsaro (1979) examined clarification requests in adult-child discourse over a ten-month period with children from 2:6 through 5:8

year~

She found that requests for clarification by the adult are very common.
Clarification requests make the child aware of the need to provide more
information in order to maintain the interaction.
Ervin-Tripp (1979) examined verbal turn taking of children ranging
from 1:3 through 9:6 years with adults, parents, friends, and siblings.
She found that children under the age of 4:6 tend to contribute irrelevant utterances and experience difficulty in timing their contribution, particularly by interrupting.

She concluded that improvement in

turn taking skills takes place via an interest in the partner's topic,
a desire to have a turn and not be ignored, and an improvement in processing skills with increasing age.
Stylistic Variations within a Social Context
Shatz and Gelman (1973) conducted a study in which four-year olds
interacted with peers, adults, and two-year olds.

They found four-

year olds adjust their speech for different conversational partners.
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They described the subjects' speech with two-year olds as being more
restricted and redundant and their speech with peers as more closely
resembling their own.
Mitchell-Kernan and Kernan (1977) studied American Black children
from seven to twelve years old, using directives in role-playing situations.

They observed that the directives children choose vary with

listeners in different role-playing situations.

They concluded that

children seven to twelve years old use all forms of directives in roleplay situations.
Leonard and Reid (1979) dealt with forty three-to six-year O'lds
and their judgements of appropriateness of utterances.

They observed

that at-age four children begin to judge correctly if an utterance is
appropriate to the context.

At age five children also can judge if an

utterance is inappropriate to the context.

At six years old judge-

ments of appropriateness consider more adult-like criteria.
AREAS OF PRAGMATIC RESEARCH
IN DISORDERED POPULATIONS
Studies of disordered populations have been scant and have tended
to examine only a few aspects of pragmatic behavior with the exception
of Hassan's (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) studies which utilized
the Pragmatic Protocol to examine thirty-two behaviors.

Research into

disordered populations has the importance of determining if, along
with a disorder, pragmatic problems are also present which could further impede an individual's ability to participate effectively in conversational situations.

If pragmatic problems are indeed further im-
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peding an individual with articulation and/or language problems, then
it is important to include pragmatics in diagnostic and remediation
procedures.
In this section, studies will be reviewed which deal with the
areas of prelinguistic behavior, pragmatic functions, revision behaviors, responses to direct requests, stylistic variations, encoding old
and new information, and the utterance, propositional, and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories from the Pragmatic Protocol.
Prelinguistic Behavior
One of the earliest studies into the pragmatic development in disordered populations was conducted by Synder (1975) in which she studied
the pragmatic abilities of fifteen normal and fifteen language disabled
infants at the one-word stage.

Her criteria for choosing the language

disabled infants were that each infant demonstrated a significant delay
in the onset of language acquisition.

Synder designed her procedures

to elicit presuppositions or encoding the most informative element in
a context, sensorimotor imperatives such as gesturing the desire for an
object, verbal imperatives such as verbally requesting an object, and
verbal declaratives involving making a statement about an object.
Snyder found language disabled infants tend to encode less informative
elements and produce fewer imperatives and declaratives than normal
infants.

She observed that the performatives or communicative at-

tempts of language disabled infants are tied closely to the immediate
context.

She concluded that language disabled infants have a specific

representational deficit which makes it difficult for them to use the
linguistic symbol system of language to communicate.
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Gaines (1981) studied early pragmatic behavior in six normal and
four Down's Syndrome infants matched for mean length of utterance.

She

designed contexts which allowed examination of non-social tool use and
social tool use or communicative intent.

An example of a tool use op-

portunity was placing the infant in a situation where he or she could
obtain a toy train by pulling on a string attached to the train.

An

example of an opportunity for social tool use was the examiner showing
the child the action of a jack-in-the-box, then starting to wind the
jack-in-the-box, and stopping before the jack appears, giving the infant the opportunity to communicate a desire to see the jack appear.
Gaines discovered Down's Syndrome infants exhibit some normal strategies, some delayed strategies, and some qualitatively different than
the normal population.
Pragmatic Functions
Curtiss, Prutting, and Lowell (1979) examined the pragmaticsemantic development of hearing-impaired children aged twenty-two to
sixty months in four communication settings including structured lessons within the classroom, structured lessons outside of the classroom,
snacktime, and freeplay.

They found the ability to control and use

Dare's pragmatic intentions such as labelling, repeating, answering,
requesting an action, requesting an answer, calling, greeting, protesting, and practicing is developed by two years of age as in a normal
population but that semantic ability or what is talked about develops
slower than pragmatic ability.

They concluded there are individual

differences among the hearing-impaired population, with the amount of
hearing loss not correlating highly with the overall communicative per-
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formance in contrast to the measurement of mean length of utterance
alone.
Revision Behavior
Gallagher and Darnton (1978) examined revision behaviors used in
response to communication failure in twelve language disordered children in the first stages of Brown's language development, a study similar to Gallagher's previously mentioned study (1977) with a normal sample.

They found language disordered children possess the ability to

revise utterances when the listener needs it, but the strategies do not
reflect the amount of linguistic knowledge they should be able to draw
upon given their state of language development.
Van Kleeck and Frankel (1981) examined the use of focus and substitution operations in three three- to four-year old language disordered children during conversations with their mothers and peers.

A

focus operation is a repetition of a previous utterance and a substitution operation is the altering of a previous utterance.

They conclud-

ed the development in the usage of these devices to perpetuate a conversation is comparable to the normal course of development and does
not differ qualitatively from the normal population.
Responses to Indirect Requests
Shatz, Schulman, and Bernstein (1980) studied the responses of
five five- to six-year old language disordered children to indirect
directives, e.g., to sentences such as "can you open the door.?" which
are meant to be requests for action.

They found language disordered

children's responses are qualitatively similar to normal children, but
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they have difficulty in producing informing responses for the listener
and applying information from previous linguistic contexts.
Stylistic Variations
Bedrosian and Prutting (1978) conducted a study of four mentally
retarded adults in three conversational settings including peers, normal adults, and normal children.

They concluded that, although mental-

ly retarded adults are not in a dominant position within a conversation,
they use the same type of conversational control as normal adults.
They also found mentally retarded adults are sensitive to the stylistic
variations for various settings.
Encoding Old and New Information
Skarakis and Greenfield (1982) investigated the encoding of old
and new information in normal and language disordered children beyond
the one word stage.

They found, although language disordered children

develop the ability to mark linguistically old and new information similar to the normal population, a subgroup demonstrates the verbal
strategy of pronominalizing old information more often than the normal
population, an ability not expected given their mean-length-of-utterance.
Pragmatic Protocol Studies
Hassan (1982) conducted a study similar to the present investigation in examining the pragmatic deficits of twenty-two articulation
disordered and forty-two language delayed children between the ages of
seven and ten as measured by the Pragmatic Protocol (Prutting, 1982a).
She found that 36 percent of the articulation disordered group and
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83 percent of the language delayed group demonstrated one or more inappropriate behaviors.

She concluded that inappropriate behaviors of

articulation disordered children fall within the utterance act category
and language delayed children fall either within the propositional act
category alone or both the propositional act and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories.
Preliminary findings from a similar study by Buen (in preparation)
utilizing the protocol to evaluate forty-two normal subjects and fortytwo articulation subjects between the ages of seven and ten demonstrate
that 17 percent of the normal group and 38 percent of the articulation
group exhibited one or more inappropriate behaviors.

The inappropriate

behaviors of the normal group fell into all three pragmatic categories
with the most occurring within

the utterance act category.

The major-

ity of the inappropriate behaviors for the articulation were mainly
within the utterance category with a small number of inappropriate behaviors within the other two categories.
EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS
The literature points to the fact that communication disorders
are not necessarily confined to the traditionally considered speech,
language, and hearing disorders.

As can be observed from the studies

reviewed, pragmatic deficits exist as well, especially among articulation and language disordered clients.

Deficits in pragmatic abilities

could impede an individual's skill to communicate effectively in a
variety of conversational settings.

It is therefore pertinent to have

instruments to evaluate pragmatic deficits and the nature of these
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disorders.
At this time, Wiig (1982) has the only marketed evaluation instrument.

Otherwise, one must refer to journal articles or books and un-

published research or obtain materials from workshops and/or short
courses.

The characteristics of available evaluation instruments shown

in Table 1 are discussed below.
Miller (1978) designed an instrument while working with an early
childhood language evaluation and intervention program.

She based the

use of her instrument on half-hour samples of interactions between a
clinician and one to three children with consideration of communicative
interactions and strategies.

Under the communicative interactions

category, she included examining the relative dominance of speakers,
quantity of verbal and nonverbal turn taking and length of turn per
person, number of topic switches, and number of communication breakdowns and repairs of conversation.

For the categories of communication

strategies, she counted types of performatives or intentions, propositions or the semantic relations such as agent-action-objects, presuppositions or the ability to be more linguistically explicit when the listener is not familiar with certain elements, and conversational postulates or the understanding and use of idiomatic expressions and indirect "softeners" such as "can you pick up the block?"
Geller and Wollner (1980) devised a similar but rather complex
instrument they termed the Communication Profile which one can use to
evaluate both partners in an interaction.

They divided it into commun-

icative acts and conversational sequence.

The communicative acts sec-

tion deals with primary communicative functions such as conveying content, regulating the conversation, expressing attitudes; the specific

OSHA short
course
Published
book

Marketed
packet

Rating
scale
Yes/No

Appropriate/Inappropriate

Not specifed
Examiner sets up
contexts for another person interacting with child
to elicit functions
Let's talk: Inventory Usage of functions
Not specified
Hypothetical conof Functional Co11111unitexts illustrated
cation Skills (Wiig,
in pictures to
1982)
elicit functions
Not specified
Conversation a1
Language and Co11111uni(Co11111unication Evaluation
sample of child
cation Evaluation
section) Quantity output,
(Rees and Wollner,
appropriateness of utterances, and clinician
1975)
types of utterances, effect,
non-verbal behavior
32 behaviors under utterance Conversational in- 5-10 minutes
Pragmatic Protocol
propos i tional, and illocution- teraction between
(Prutting, 1982)
ary/perlocutionary act cate- 2 partners
gories

Conversational interaction between
parent and child

Quantity, ASHA paper
description
and appropriate/ i nappropriate
Appropri- Workshop
ate/Inappropriate

ASHA paper

Not specified

Ecological Conmunication Assessment
(McDonald and Gillette,
1982)
Behavioral Inventory
Performance of functions
of Speech Act Performances (Lucas, 1980)

10 minutes

ASHA short
course

Quantity
and description
Quantity
and description

Not specified

Co11111unicative acts and
strategies

Colllllunication Profile
(Geller and Wollner,
1980)
Observational Assessment (Owens and Russo,
1980)
Behavioral evaluation,
pragmatic analysis of
functions, semantic
analysis
Turn taking, co11111unication
mode, content, and use

Journa 1

Quantity
and description

30 minutes

Conversational interaction between
clinician and 1-3
children
Both partners in
conversational
interaction
Conversational interact between
parent and child

Conmunication interactions
and strategies

Ava i 1ability

Pragmatic Analysis
(Miller, 1978)

Type of
analysis

Administration

Context evaluated

Pragmatic aspects evaluated

Title and author

Table 1. Pragmatic evaluation instruments

\0

......
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speech acts such as clarifying and labelling; and, the linguistic and
nonlinguistic means used to convey the acts.

For the conversational

sequence section, they propose examining the sequence of interactions

such as initiating, extending, and terminating the conversation; the
ability to presuppose or relate new information to old information;
forms of turn taking such as repeating and adding information; and communication breakdowns.
Owens and Russo (1980) and MacDonald and Gillette (1982) examine
interactions between the child and parent or significant other in the
environment in their evaluation instruments.

Owen's and Russo's evalu-

ation instrument includes a behavioral evaluation of the interaction
such as the reinforcements utilized by the parents and the child's attending behavior.

Also included is a pragmatic analysis of the child's

usage of functions with a parent such as answering, declaring, and naming, as well as a semantic analysis of the child's language.
MacDonald's and Gillette's (1982) Ecolooical Communication Assessment evaluates the significant other's teaching strategies, and the
problems in the interaction between the child and significant other.
These three elements are rated on a scale from one to ten in terms of
the turn taking interaction within the conversation, the communicative
mode, the communicative content, and the communicative use or why they
communicate.
Lucas (1980) and Wiig (1982) both developed an evaluation of pragmatic abilities based on certain contextual situations which are
planned in advance.

Lucas has created the Behavioral Inventory of

Speech Act Performances tests in which the child is provided with a

21
context in which he or she must perform certain speech acts such as
requesting.

The examiner then judges the child according to a list of

criteria as to how effective the child was in completing the task.
Wiig's (19B2) "Let's Talk" Inventory of Functional Communication
Skills also provides the child with contexts in which to judge his or
her knowledge of the usage of communicative functions including ritualizing, informing, controlling, expressing, and feeling.

The examiner

shows the child a picture, gives a description of the context, and then
instructs the child to indicate what a person in the context depicted
in the picture would say.

The examiner then judges whether or not the

child was appropriate for the given context.
Rees and Wollner (1975) designed the Language and Communication
Evaluation which includes hearing screening, articulation, voice,
rhythm, language comprehension and production, and communication skills.
In the communication skills section, a conversational interaction between the child and clinician is analyzed in terms of appropriate and
inappropriate utterances, use of novel, ritualistic, and inappropriate
utterances; the quantity of the child's output; incorrect use of pronouns; types of utterances such as spontaneous, expanded, imitations,
and interruptions; inappropriate affect; and inappropria-te non-verbal
behavior.
The Pragmatic Protocol designed by Prutting (1982a) judges thirtytwo pragmatic behaviors as being appropriate or inappropriate within a
given conversational interaction.

The protocol is divided into the

three parts of a speech act including 1) utterance, 2) propositional,
and 3) illocutionary/perlocutionary acts based upon Searle's (1969) and
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Austin's (1952) speech act theories.

The behaviors under the utterance

act category include verbal dimensions such as fluency and voice quality
and nonverbal dimensions, such as eye gaze and gesture, both dimensions
involved in the act of uttering words.

The behaviors under the propo-

sitional act category have to do with the linguistic dimensions of the
message, such as word order and word accuracy.

The behaviors under the

illocutionary/perlocutionary act category handle the interactional aspects of a conversation, such as the ability to use speech acts appropriately and other factors having to do with the mechanical aspects involved in turn taking and handling of topic.

Appendix A contains the

protocol itself and and Appendix B provides a description of the
speech act categories and the thirty-two pragmatic behaviors utilized
in the protocol.
This last section has reviewed the different evaluation instruments (Table 1) which have been developed to give the speech-language
pathologist an added pragmatic dimension to place along with other
measures in diagnosing a client's communication disorder.

The Prag-

matic Protocol offers a quick but global assessment of a client's pragmatic deficits and strengths within a conversational setting.

CHAPTER III
METHODS
The following is a discussion of the methods utilized in the present investigation, The selection of subjects, the environment, the instrument, the procedures, and the data analysis are described.
SUBJECTS
Subjects ranging in age from seven to nine years old were selected
from regular classrooms and caseloads of speech-language pathologists
in the Canby School District, Canby, Oregon.

The total number of sub-

jects was sixty which included twenty articulation disordered subjects,
twenty language delayed subjects, and twenty normal subjects.

The nor-

mal group included eight second-graders, seven third-graders, and five
fourth-graders.

In the articulation group, there were seven second-

graders, six third-graders, and seven fourth-graders.

The language

group had five second-graders, nine third-graders, and six fourthgraders.

Table 2 illustrates the number of subjects from each group

within each grade level
TABLE 2. Number of subjects from each group within each grade level
Group

-

Normal
Articulation
Language

2nd
8

7
5

Number of subjects
3rd
7
6
9

4th
5

7
6
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The three groups met the following criteria:
1)

Subjects in the articulation group were diagnosed by the
school speech-language pathologists as demonstrating normal language abilities, but mild to moderate articulation
disorders.

2)

Subjects in the language group were of average intelligence
and were diagnosed by the school speech-language pathologist
as demonstrating language delays with receptive and expressive language abilities at least one year below chronological age level.

3)

Subjects in the normal group passed screening procedures
which assured normal articulation and language abilities.
These included 1) the Arizona Articulation Proficiency
Scale

(Fudala, 1974) with the criteria for passing being

a minimum total score of ninety-five; and 2) the Clinical
Evaluation of Language Function-Elementary Level Screening
Test (Wiig and Semel, 1980) with the criteria for passing
being a percentile rank above fifteen.

Subjects were in

normal classrooms and not receiving special services.
4)

Normal hearing for all subjects was defined as passing a
hearing screening within the past year.

All subjects had signed parent permission request forms for the
described procedures and for participation in the actual study (Appendix C).
Additionally, the two speech-language pathologists and the teachers who participated in the conversational interactions with the sub-
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jects returned signed permission request forms which were included in a
letter of permission and instruction (Appendix D).

OBSERVATION ENVIRONMENT
Articulation and language subjects sat at a table in a chair at
approximately a 45° angle across from the speech-language pathologist
in the clinic room.

The normal subjects sat at a table in a chair at

approximately a 45° angle across from their classroom teachers in the
classroom. The investigator and the reliability judge, when present,
sat three to six feet away from each pair.

They remained as unobtrusive

as possible by pretending to read notes or a magazine.
INSTRUMENT
The Pragmatic Protocol designed by Prutting (1982a) was used to
identify the incidence and type of disorder (Appendix A).
col drew from a Pool of Pragmatic Behaviors

This proto-

identified by Prutting

(1982b) (Appendix B) which have been determined to be important to communicative competency and which need to be noted in an evaluation of
pragmatic behaviors (Hassan, 1982).
As previously discussed in Chapter II, the pragmatic behaviors
have been divided into three pragmatic areas based on Searle's (1969)
and Austin's (1962) philosophical works regarding speech acts.

These

areas which deal with the aspects of a speech act include the utterance,
propositional, and illocutionary/perlocutionary acts.

Specific behav-

iors representative of each area are included under each area, with a
total of thirty-two behaviors.
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When evaluating a subject, the examiner judged each behavior on
the protocol as being appropriate, inappropriate, or no opportunity to
observe the behavior.

The examiner utilized the following criteria de-

fined by Hassan (1982) for scoring the behaviors:
1) Behaviors are marked appropriate if they generally facilitate the interaction at hand and do not appear to be penalizing the child's communicative competence given the overall exchange being observed.
2) Behaviors are judged inappropriate if they appear to be
detracting from a smooth communicative exchange and inhibiting the child's perceived communicative competence.
3) Behaviors that are appropriately omitted are judged
appropriate; behaviors that are inappropriately omitted are
labelled inappropriate.
4) When the evaluator does not have sufficient information
to judge them as either appropriate or inappropriate, behaviors are entered in the no opportunity to observe column.
Behaviors entered in this column are reassessed during additional samples of conversation until the evaluator is able
to judge them as either appropriate or inappropriate.
Lucas and Nicholson (1983) operationally defined appropriate and inappropriate guidelines for all thirty-two behaviors in their Description of Appropriate and Inappropriate Behaviors from the Pragmatic
Protocol (Appendix F).
The examiner scored all thirty-two behaviors on the protocol as
appropriate and inappropriate including: thirteen behaviors under the
utterance act category, four behaviors under the propositional act
category, and fifteen behaviors under the illocutionary/perlocutionary
act category.

The examiner then counted the number of appropriate and

inappropriate behaviors and converted these figures into percentages
of appropriate and inappropriate behaviors.

Currently, no data are

available on validity nor reliability for the protocol.
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PROCEDURES
Training Procedures
As a part of training and establishing reliability of this investigator for using the protocol, audio-video tapes were made of sixteen
dyads consisting of three adult-adult pairs, three retarded adult-adult
pairs, four normal child-adult pairs, and six language disordered childadult pairs.

Ten-minute segments were taped of the dyads interacting

in an informal setting with each member of a pair being unfamiliar with
the other member of the pair.
The judges in this training procedure included this investigator,
another second-year graduate student of speech-language pathology at
Portland State University, and an associate professor in the Speech
and Hearing Sciences program at Portland State University who has held
a Certificate of Clinical Competence in Speech-Language Pathology since
1967.

Prior to the actual training sessions, the three judges read an

articl.e on pragmatics by Prutting (1982c), a thesis study by Hassan
(1982) which had utilized the protocol to evaluate school articulation
and language caseloads, the Pragmatic Protocol (Prutting, 1982a), and
the Pool of Pragmatic Behaviors (Prutting, 1982b).
During the training sessions, a discussion of the protocol and
behaviors conducted by the graduate student judge and the investigator
was viewed on videotape.

The behaviors and the protocol were then

further discussed among the three judges.
Next, tapes of adult-adult dyads, retarded adult-adult dyads,
child-adult dyads, and language disordered child-adult dyads were
shown with the investigator and the two judges scoring them using the
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protocol.

Results were compared and discrepancies discussed.

Finally, a set of four tapes including each of the four different
types of dyads were shown and then scored by the investigator and the
two judges using the protocol.
ity was .85 or better.

The criterion for interjudge-reliabil-

The following formula was used to calculate

reliability:
agreements
agreements + disagreements

x 100

Reliability scores between this investigator and the graduate student
were: 90.6 percent for the language disordered child-adult dyad, 96.87
percent for the adult-adult dyad, 93.75 percent for the retarded adultadult dyad, and 100 percent for the normal child-adult dyad.

Reliabil-

ity scores between this investigator and the professor judge were:
90.87 percent for the language disordered child-adult dyad, 96.87 percent for the adult-adult dyad, 87.50 percent for the retarded adultadult dyad, and 96.87 percent for the child-adult dyad.
The criterion for intrajudge reliability was set at .85 or higher
when the investigator viewed the same types ten days later.
formula was used again to calculate reliability.

The above

Intrajudge-reliabil-

ity scores were 100 percent for the language disordered child-adult
dyad and adult-adult dyad, 93.75 percent for the retarded adult-adult
dyad, 96.87 percent for the child-adult dyad.
Investigation Procedures
The actual study involved five to ten minute observations of the
sixty subjects interacting on a one-to-one basis in an informal setting with a familiar adult, with the articulation and language subjects
interacting with their speech-language pathologists and classroom
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teachers.

the investigator gave the speech-language pathologists and

classroom teachers an excerpt from the previously distributed letter of
instruction and permission just before their interactions which reviewed
what they were to do (Appendix E).
The investigator directly observed all sessions and scored the
protocol after each session.

The associate professor judge observed

and evaluated 25 percent of each group of dyads in order to determine
interjudge reliability during the interactions.

The mean interjudge

reliability was 94.68 percent for the language subjects, 98.12 percent
for the articulation subjects, and 100 percent for the normal subjects.
DATA ANALYSIS
The results from the protocol of each subject's appropriate and
inappropriate behaviors were tabulated and then analyzed utilizing descriptive statistics.
the

group~

Single samples of chi-square analyses fot'·each of

were calculated to determine whether there was a significant

patterning of inappropriate behaviors across all three pragmatic categories of the protocol/for each group.

A chi-square analysis was also

utilized to determine whether or not there was significant difference
among the pragmatic skills of the three groups across all three categories.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
This investigation sought to answer two research questions.

The

first question pertained to the incidence of pragmatic disorders within
groups of twenty normal children, twenty children with articulation disorders, and twenty language delayed children.

The second question dealt

with the pragmatic areas, i.e., subcomponents of the protocol including,
the utterance, propositional, and illocutionary act categories where
disorders tended to occur within each group of subjects.
In the results section of this chapter, the findings pertaining to
the research questions will be presented.

In the final section of this

chapter, the findings will be discussed and then compared with those of
Hassan's (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) investigations.

RESULTS
The first question to be answered was: What is the incidence of
pragmatic disorders within the three groups of twenty normal students,
twenty articulation clients, and twenty language delayed clients?
The normal group displayed a minimal number of inappropriate pragmatic behaviors.

The mean score for appropriate behaviors was 98.5

percent for this group with a range of 93.75 to 100 percent.

Thirteen

subjects used all thirty-two behaviors appropriately and seven subjects
displayed one or two inappropriate behaviors (Table 3).
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TABLE 3. Normal group single subject data. Number and percent appropriand inappropriate behaviors out of the thirty-two assessed.
Subject
1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Note:

# app.

# inapp.

% app.

% inapp.

31
31
32
32
32
32
31
32
30
32
30
32
32
32
32
31
32
31
32
32

1
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
2
0
2
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0

96.88
96.88
100.00
100. 00
100. 00
100. 00
96.88
100. 00
93.75
100.00
93.75
100.00
100.00
100 .00
100.00
96.88
100.00
96.88
100.00
100.00

3.12
3.12
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.12
0.00
6.25
0.00
6.25
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.12
0.00
3.12
0.00
0.00

Mean percent appropriate behaviors
Range = 93.75 - 100%

= 98.5%
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The articulation group showed a number of pragmatic deficits, exhibiting a mean score for appropriate behaviors of 89.53 percent with a
range extending from 59.63 to 100 percent (Table 4).

Only four (20

percent) of the subjects had 100 percent appropriate behaviors.
The language group was judged as having numerous deficient pragmatic behaviors.

The mean percentage of appropriate behaviors was

78.90 percent with a range extending from 56.25 to 96.87 percent (Table
5).

All subjects exhibited at least one inappropriate behavior and

over one-half of the subjects displayed five or more inappropriate behaviors.
The second question to be answered was: In what pragmatic areas,
i.e., subcomponents of the protocol which include the utterance act,
the propositional act, and the illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories, do disorders occur within each of the three groups of normal,
articulation, and language subjects?
Normal Group
The deficient behaviors used by seven (35 percent) subjects in the
normal group occurred within the utterance act category (Table 6).
None of the normal subjects exhibited deficiencies in the other two
categories, i.e., propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary acts.
Table 7 displays the number and percentage of subjects in the normal group who were judged inappropriate for specific pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic category.

The highest inappropriate behav-

ior was hand-arm movement found in three (15 percent) subjects.

The

next highest behavior was eye gaze which was inappropriate for two (10
percent) subjects.

Vocal intensity, voice quality, fluency, and foot-
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TABLE 4. Articulation group single subject data. Number and percent
appropriate and inappropriate behaviors out of thirty-two assessed.
Subject
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Note:

# app.

# inapp.

% app.

% inapp.

30
26
30
31
32
25
27
32
32
24
32
29
19
32
28
29
25
30
30
30

2
6
2
1
0
7
5
0
0
8
0
3
13
0
4
3
7
2
2
2

93.75
81.25
93.75
96.88
100.00
78.12
84.37
100.00
100.00
75.0
100.0
90.68
59.37
100.00
87.5
90.62
78.12
93.75
93.75
93.75

6.25
18.75
6.25
3.12
0.00
21.88
15.63
0.00
0.00
25.0
0.00
9.31
40.63
0.00
12.5
9.38
21.88
6.25
6.25
6.25

Mean percent appropriate behaviors
Range = 59.37 - 100%

= 89.53%
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TABLE 5. Language group single subject data. Number and percent appropriate and inappropriate behaviors out of thirty-two assessed.
Subject
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
Note:

# app.

31
27
25
19
29
29
28
29
25
23
28
22
23
18
24
21
27
28
22
27

# inapp.

1
5
7
13
3
3
4

3
7
9
4
10

9
14
8
11

5
4
10

5

Mean percent appropriate behaviors
Range = 56.25- 96.87%

% app.

% inapp.

96.87
84.37
78.12
59.37
90.62
90.62
87.5
90.62
78.12
71.87
87.5
68.75
71.87
56.25
75.00
65.62
84.37
87.5
68.75
84.37

3.13
15.63
21.88
40.63
9.38
9.38
12.5
9.38
21.88
28.13
12.5
31.25
28.13
43.75
25.00
34.38
15.63
12.5
31.25
15.63

= 78.90%
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TABLE 6. Number and percent of subjects with inappropriate behavior in
each pragmatic category.
Utterance
Act
#

Propositional
Act

Illocutionary/Perlocutionary Act

%

#

%

#

%

Articulation
Group
N = 20

13

65.0

3

15.0

9

45.0

Language
Group
N = 20

19

95.0

17

85.0

16

80.0

7

35.0

0

Normal
Group
N = 20

0.00

0

0.00

#

0

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

3

0

0

2

Behavior

intell i g.

vocal inten.

voice qual.

prosody

fluency

phys. prox.

phys. cont.

body pos.

foot-leg

hand-arm

gestures

facial exp.

eye gaze

Utterance Act

10.00

0.00

0.00

15.00

5.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

5.00

0.00

5.00

5.00

0.00

%

styl. var.

given/new

word ord.

spec.face.

Behavior

0

0

0

0

#

Propositional Act

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

%

0

0

turn adjac.
turn contin.

0

0

turn inter.
turn feedbk.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

#

turn repair

turn resp.

turn init.

top change

top main

top intr.

top sel.

var. spch. act

spch. act pr.

Behavior

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

%

Illocutionary/Perlocutionary Act

TABLE 7. Number and percent of the twenty subjects in the normal group judged inappropriate for specific
pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic category.

°'

w
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leg movements were all marked

inappropriate for one (5 percent) subject.

Table 8 displays the number and percentage of subjects exhibiting
inappropriate behaviors in each of seven pragmatic category combinations.

Again, seven (35 percent) subjects in the normal group exhibited

inappropriate behaviors in the utterance act category alone.
Figure 1 illustrates the breakdown of the behaviors within each
pragmatic category marked inappropriate for each of the twenty normal
subjects.

Again, it can be seen that the innappropriate behaviors fell

solely within the utterance act category.
In order to determine if the pattern in the distribution of behaviors across the three categories represents a more than chance variation, a single sample of chi-square was computed (Table 9). Results
were significant beyond the .001 level (x 2=14.2, df=2, pL.001), indicating that the pattern of pragmatic deficits were not distributed evenly across the three categories, but tended to pattern significantly
into the utterance act category.
Articulation Group
Within the utterance act category, thirteen (65 percent) articulation subjects demonstrated inappropriate behaviors (Table 6); three
(15 percent) subjects exhibited inappropriate behaviors within the
propositional act category; and nine (45 percent) subjects showed inappropriate behaviors within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category.
Table 10 illustrates the number and percentage of subjects in the
articulation group judged deficient for specific pragmatic behaviors
within each pragmatic category.

Eye gaze in the utterance act cate-

7

Normal
Group
N = 20
35.0 0

5.0 0

1

#

Language
Group
N = 20

%

0.0

0.0

0.0

%

Prop. Act

30.0 0

#

Utt. Act

Articulation
Group
N = 20
6

Group

0

0

1

#

0.0

0.0
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TABLE 8. Number and percent of subjects exhibiting inappropriate behaviors in each of seven pragmatic
category combinations
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TABLE 10. Number and percent of the twenty subjects in the Articulation group judged inappropriate for
specific pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic category.
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gory and turn quantity in the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category
were the most frequently inappropriate behaviors with eight (40 percent) subjects judged inappropriate for each behavior.

The second most

frequently inappropriate behavior was fluency with six {30 percent)
subjects.

Vocal quality in the utterance act category, variety of

speech acts, and turn pause in the illocutionary/perlocutionary act
category comprised the third most inappropriate behaviors with four (20
percent) subjects.
Table 6 illustrates that of the seven pragmatic category combinations, six (30 percent) articulation subjects were deficient in the
utterance act category alone, one (5 percent) subject was deficient in
the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category combination, one (5 percent) subject was deficient in the propositional act/illocutionary/perlocutionary act category combination, five (25 percent) were deficient
in the utterance/illocutionary/perlocutionary and category combination,
and two (10 percent) subjects were deficient in all three categories.
Figure 2 illustrates the pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic
category judged inappropriate for the twenty subjects in the articulation group.
In order to determine whether the pattern in distribution of behaviors across all three pragmatic categories represents a more than
chance variation, a single sample of chi-square was calculated {Table
11). Results were significant beyond the .05 level (x 2=6.07, df=2,
p L..05), indicating that the pattern of distribution was not a random
even distribution across all three categories, but represented an uneven patterning into mainly the utterance and illocutionary/perlocu-
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tionary categories.
TABLE 11. Single sample of chi-square analysis of the pattern in distribution of inappropriate behavior in the articulation group across all

three pragmatic categories.
Utt. Act

Occurred
Expected
Note:

Prop. Act

13
8.33

Ill ./Per. Act

3

9

8.33

8.33

x2
6.07

p£. .05

Language Group
Table 6 illustrates that nineteen (95 percent) of the language
group were scored as inappropriate in the utterance act category, seventeen (85 percent) in the propostional act category, and sixteen (80 percent) in the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category.

Table 6 shows

that of the seven pragmatic category combinations, one (5 percent) language delayed subject was deficient within the utterance act category,
three (15 percent) were deficient within both the utterance and the propositional act categories, two (10 percent) were deficient in both the utterance and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories, one (5 percent)
was deficient in both the propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary
act categories, and thirteen (65 percent) were deficient in all three
categories.
Table 12 identifies the specific behaviors judged inappropriate
within each pragmatic category.

The most frequently inappropriate be-

havior was specificity and accuracy in the propositional act category
with seventeen (85 percent) subjects judged as inappropriate.

Turn
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Behavior
%
#
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%
#
spch. act pr.
var. spch. act.
top sel.
top intr.
top main
top change
turn init.
turn resp.
turn repair
turn pause
turn inter.
turn feedbk.
turn adjac.
turn contin.
turn quant.

5
0
0
3
0
16

9

0
0

11

0
1
2
0
0

0.00
5.00
10.00
0.00
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55.00
0.00
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45.00
25.00
0.00
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15.00
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80.00

Illocutionary/Perlocutionary Act
%
Behavior
#

TABLE 12. Number and percent of the twenty subjects in the language group judged inappropriate for specific
pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic category.
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quantity within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category was the
second highest deficient behavior with sixteen (80 percent) subjects
being judged as inappropriate.

The third highest deficient was eye

gaze within the utterance act category with fifteen (75 percent) subjects scored as inappropriate.
Figure 3 displays the pragmatic behaviors within each pragmatic
category scored inappropriate for the twenty subjects in the language
One can see there was a substantial quantity of pragmatic de-

group.

ficits within each pragmatic category.
As with the normal and articulation groups, a single sample of
chi-square was calculated to determine if the patterning of pragmatic
behaviors into each of the three pragmatic categories represents a more
than chance variation (Table 13). Results were not significant (x 2=.27,
df-2,

.80~p£..90),

indicating there was no significant patterning of

pragmatic deficits into one or another category and the distribution of
pragmatic dificits was fairly even across all three categories for this
particular language delayed population.
General
In order to determine if there was a significant difference in
the distribution of pragmatic deficits among the groups across all
three pragmatic categories, a chi-square analysis was performed (Table
14). Results were significant beyond the .01 level (x 2- 149.6, df=4,
pL.01), indicating there was a significant difference in the distribution pattern of pragmatic deficits across all three pragmatic categories among the three groups of subjects.
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TABLE 13. Single sample of chi-square analysis of the pattern in distribution of inappropriate behavior
in the language group across all three pragmatic categories.
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TABLE 14. Chi-square analysis of the pattern of distribution of inappropriate behaviors for all three
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Summary of Results
To summarize the overall findings, pragmatic deficiencies were
found in all three groups of seven- to nine-year-old children, with
the language group exhibiting the most deficits followed by the articulation group and lastly, the normal group.

Deficits for the nor-

mal group fell solely within the utterance act category.

The articu-

lation group exhibited deficits in all three categories with the most
in the utterance act category followed by the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category, and the propositional act category.

The lan-

guage group also displayed deficits in all three categories, but did
not have significant deficits in one area as opposed to the other
two areas.

The highest percentage of deficits for the language sub-

jects was found in the utterance act category with the propositional
and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories following second and
third, respectively.

Lastly, a significant difference in the distri-

bution of pragmatic deficits across the three pragmatic categories
existedamong the three groups of subjects.
DISCUSSION
In this section, the findings of this investigation will be
examined in terms of the populations involved.

The findings will

also be compared with those of Hassan's (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) studies and possible reasons for discrepancies will be
proposed.
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Normal Group
Overall, the normal group showed few pragmatic deficits and
those that did occur were solely within the utterance act category,
this category pertaining to verbal and nonverbal dimensions of the
spoken message.

The behaviors judged inappropriate seem to be

typical areas of difficulty for children of that age, as well as for
other children and adults.
Inappropriate and interfering hand-arm movements primarily included behaviors such as putting hands on facial parts, moving objects with hands, and brushing back hair with hands while speaking.
Insufficient eye gaze may have been due to "shyness" or "nervousness"
(especially in view that subjects were interacting with their classroom teachers who, although familiar persons, could have caused the
subjects to feel not totally at ease due to differences in age and
social role).

11

Shyness and "nervousness" could have played a role
11

in other inappropriate behaviors such as inadequate vocal intensity,
poor voice quality, foot-leg movements, and nonfluency.

Perhaps

children were included in the normal group who had minor speech
difficulties related to vocal intensity, voice quality, and fluency
too minor to include in the speech-language pathologists' caseloads.
With the exception of a few subjects with deficits within the utterance act category, this group, considered to display normal articulation and lnaguage skills, also demonstrated adequate pragmatic skills
within a conversational setting with classroom teachers.

From the
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results of this sample one can speculate that children at this age
with normal articulation and language skills also display few pragmatic

deficits which could impede their ability to communicate in conversational interchanges.
Articulation Group
The articulation group exhibited several pragmatic deficits within
the utterance act category, a result expected given the presence of articulation difficulties as articulation errors interfere directly with
the verbal execution of an utterance.

Pragmatic deficits were also evi-

dent within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category for a little
less than half the group.

This means that a certain portion of this

group is impeded in conversational situations due to deficits in speech
acts and the regulatory rules of a conversation which are aspects of
the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category.

A small portion of this

sample showed deficits within the propositional act category.

A quarter

of the group displayed adequate pragmatic skills across all three categories, indicating that some articulation disordered children .are
successful in conversational settings despite articulation deficits.
Eye gaze in the utterance act category and turn quantity in the
illocutionary/perlocutionary act category were the most frequently found
deficient behaviors.

A possible reason for insufficient eye gaze could

be that some articulation clients feel self-conscious about their articulation deficits to the extent they find it difficult to use the nonverbal behavior of eye gaze, especially in the presence of their speech-
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language clinicians.
It is surprising that inappropriate turn quantity occurred frequently.

In other words, a segment of this articulation group did not

effectively fulfill what was expected of them in a conversation with
their speech-language clinician.

Perhaps this was because of inhibi-

tions due to articulation deficits or too much self-focus on his or her
own speech to the extent that he or she did not attend to the requirements inherent in adequate turn taking, in particular turn quantity, in
giving too much or not enough information.
Perhaps some articulation subjects had problems with conversational
skills in this particular context becasue they were talking with their
speech-language clinicians.

These subjects likely are accustomed to in-

teracting with their clinicians in "drill sessions" of sounds with the
clinician controlling the interaction and with minimal time for informal conversation.

One could speculate that some articulation subjects

felt inhibited within the experimental informal interchange situation
with their clinician and therefore did not demonstrate adequate conversational skills such as appropriate turn quantity.
Inappropriate fluency, the second most deficient behavior, is expected given the presence of articulation disorders.

The presence of

articulation errors and/or attempts to correct them could lead to disfl uent-sounding speech.
Based on these findings, it appears that some articulation disordered individuals have no pragmatic deficits and participate in a
conversational situation effectively despite their articulation problems.

Perhaps these articulation subjects were not particularly
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concerned with or inhibited by their articulation errors to the extent
that they would have pragmatic deficits as well.

Level of severity and

age might also influence the interplay of articulation and pragmatic
ski11s.
Other articulation disordered individuals have difficulty in a
conversational situation, with their articulation problems perhaps hindering their ability to communicate.

Conversely, but less likely, they

could have shortcomings in pragmatic skills, which might have lead to
their articulation disorders.

In any case, these results demonstrating

pragmatic deficits in articulation disordered individuals indicate the
importance of evaluating pragmatic skills and incorporating pragmatic
remediation procedures with articulation procedures should problems
exist.
Language Group
The majority of this sample of language delayed children exhibited
pragmatic deficits across all three categories.

These children had the

most deficits within the utterance act category followed by the propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories.

Deficits oc-

curred in all categories to a greater extent than in the normal and
articulation groups.

Behaviors within the pragmatic categories judged

as inappropriate for 40 percent for more of the group are discussed
below.
Specificity and accuracy within the propositional act category
was the most frequently scored inappropriate behavior, consistent with
the presence of language delays in this group.

Specificity and ac-

curacy difficulties in conversational situations could be the results
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of deficits in the language areas of vocabularyand syntax.
Turn quantity within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category,
the second most frequently deficient behavior, was often found inappro-

priate in combination with specificity and accuracy. Deficits in turn
quantity skills with giving too much or not enough information could be
due to what Nelson (1979) described as a cognitive inability to take
another person's point of view which could reflect an ability to judge
how much information is needed in a given turn.

Hassan (1982) also

found her language subjects had difficulty with turn quantity as well
as specificity and accuracy.
The third most deficient behavior was eye gaze.

The language sub-

jects could have had difficulty establishing and maintaining sufficient
eye gaze because they were concentrating on so many other communication
factors that they were too overloaded to attend to the appropriateness
of looking at another person when engaged in a conversation.

Subjects

of this group may have never been aware of the importance of eye gaze
in conversational situations which serves to pick up such cues as whose
turn it is, necessities for revision, and feedback to speaker that one
is listening and understanding the message.
Word order within the propositional act cate0ory was the next most
frequently deficient behavior.

This is not surprising, given the pres-

ence of language delays which included syntactical problems among other
language problems as reported by their speech-language clinicians.
The fifth most frequently deficient behavior was topic change
within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category.

Perhaps atten-

tional deficits often found with language deficits (Bates and Johnson,
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in Nelson, 1979; Geller and Wollner, 1980) make it difficult to know
when and how to mark a change in topic effectively for the listener.
Turn repair within the illocutionary/perlocutionary category, the

sixth most frequently inappropriate behavior, might have been deficient
due to reported language difficulties with syntax, vocabulary, and morphology which might have been responsible for inadequate repair of messages when needed.

Gallagher and Darnton (1978) found that although

language disordered children in the first three stages of Brown's language development are able to revise utterances when necessary, their
strategies do not reflect the linguistic knowledge they should have
drawn upon given their stage of language development.

Perhaps as some

language delayed children become older, this discrepancy between linguistic competency and level of performance becomes increasingly larger
to the extent that some are not revising their utterances effectively
in a conversation when needed.
Given and new information within the propositional act category
and fluency within the utterance act category were the seventh most
frequently deficient behaviors.

Bates and Johnson (in Nelson, 1979),

as well as Geller and Wollner (1980), have postulated that the differences in the language delayed child's apparent difficulty with syntax
and morphology could be related to pragmatic deficits in that some
language delayed children have not learned the rules of language usage
and therefore have not clearly understood the purpose for utilizing
different forms such as pronominalizing old information and not pronominalizing new information.

These children then tend to apply such

forms inadequately to the extent that their communication partners mis-
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understand them.

Other studies including Hassan's (1982) and Snyder's

(1975) (subjects at the one-word stage) also found the marking of given
and new information deficient in language disordered subjects.

Skarakis

and Greenfield (1982) did not find deficits in this ability in language
disordered subjects beyond the one-word stage.
In dealing with fluency, difficulties inthe use of language in a
conversational setting could have resulted in disfluent speech.

Some

subjects could have had difficulty with the linguistic dimensions to the
point that the smooth flow and rate of their speech were affected.
It is interesting to examine the specific areas of language problems as reported by the speech-language clinicians in the language delayed subjects with seven or more inappropriate pragmatic behaviors.
Along with vocabulary and syntax, the areas of auditory processing,
following directions, attending, and memory were consistentlyweak.
It appears that language deficits were adversely affecting pragmatic
skills, i.e., the ability to participate effectively in conversational
settings.

Conversely, language deficits perhaps could be the result of

specific pragmatic deficits as suggested by Bates and Johnson (in
Nelson, 1979) and Geller and Wollner (1980).

Pragmatic deficits might

cause problems in sorting out rules of syntax and semantics, resulting
in significant language delays.

Regardless of which deficit caused the

other, the presence of pragmatic deficits among this language delayed
sample emphasizes the importance of including an evaluation of pragmatic skills and when deficits do exist, then incorporating pragmatic
remediation procedures as well as language remediation procedures.

58

Comparison with Hassan's (1982 and
Buen's (in preparation) Studies
It is important to compare the findings of this study with those

of Hassan 1 s (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) studies which were
similar in nature in utilizing the protocol to evaluate pragmatic deficits in normal, articulation disordered, and language delayed children between the ages of seven and ten (Table 15).

Hassan utilized

articulation and language subjects and Buen, normal and articulation
subjects.
The present study and Buen's study found normal subjects to have
minimal pragmatic deficits.

In Buen's study, deficits were mainly in

the utterance act category. followed by the propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories.

Deficits were solely within

the utterance act category in the present study.
Both Hassan and Buen found articulation subjects to use inappropriate behaviors mainly within the propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories.

The present study found several deficits

within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act category, as well .as within
the utterance act category.
Deficits for the language subjects in Hassan's study were mainly
in the propositional and illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories

with few deficits in the utterance act category. The language subjects
for the present study displayed deficits fairly evenly distributed
across all three pragmatic categories.
The overall incidence of pragmatic deficits was substantially
lower in Hassan's and Buen's articulation and language groups, although

7
5

13
15
8

19
15

Normal
Group
Lucas N=20
Buen N=42

Articulation
Group
Lucas N=20
Buen N=42
Hassan N=22

Language
Group
Lucas N=20
Hassan N=42
95.0
35.71

65.0
35.71
36.36

35.0
11.90

17
30

3
4
2

0
3

85.0
71.42

15.0
9.5
9.09

0.00
7.14

%

#

#
%

Prop. Act

Utt. Act
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27

9
4
2

0
2

#

80.00
64.28

45.0
9.5
9.09

0.00
4.7

%

Ill./Per. Act

TABLE 15. Comparison in the results of Lucas' (1983), Hassan's (1982), and Buen's (in preparation) studies
for the distribution of inappropriate behavior in each pragmatic category.
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the ranges of Buen's articulation group and the present investigation's
group as well as the range of Hassan's language group and the present
investigation's language group were somewhat similiar.

The mean per-

cent of appropriate behaviors in the normal groups were 98.88 percent
for Buen and 98.5 percent for the present investigation.

The mean

percent of appropriate behaviors for the articulation groups were 96.6
percent for Buen, 97.6 percent for Hassan, and 89.53 percent for the
present investigation.

The mean percent of appropriate behaviors for

the language groups were 78.90 percent for Hassan and 89.21 percent for
the present investigation.

Comparable ranges of appropriate behaviors

for the articulation groups were: 62.5-100 percent for Buen and 59.37100 percent for Lucas.

Comparable ranges of appropriate behaviors for

the language groups were: 62.5-100 percent for Hassan and 56.25-96.87
percent for Lucas.
The discrepancies in findings between Buen's and Hassan's investigations and the present investigation could be attributed to methodological factors which are discussed below.
Hassan and Buen utilized schools for their investigations located
within the Santa Barbara area, whereas the subjects for the present
investigation attended schools in the community of Canby, Oregon.
The difference of the environment in the two communities with Canby
being more rural could have had an affect on the make-up of the samples
and therefore might have been a factor in the differences in findings.
The characteristics of the articulation and language deficits of the
subjects in this study may have differed from the subjects in Buen's
and Hassan's, even though all subjects were selected utilizing the
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same criteria.
Perhaps the investigator of the present study utilized different
criteria in judging whether or not behaviors were appropriate and found
more inappropriate behaviors overall in comparison with the other two
studies.

Buen and Hassan trained together and perhaps developed dif-

ferent criteria for judging behaviors as appropriate and inappropriate
than the investigator of the present study.

The investigator of the

present study was exposed to all three groups of subjects during the
actual investigation, whereas Hassan evaluated articulation and language
subjects and Buen, normal and articulation subjects.

The exposure to

all three groups might have given the investigator of the present study
a different perspective than the other two studies in evaluating pragmatic skills.
All three studies agreed that pragmatic deficits are present in
both articulation and language caseloads with language subjects more
deficient than articulation subjects.

The normal subjects from Buen's

study and the present study displayed on the whole appropriate pragmatic
skills.

Lastly, the findings from all three studies emphasize the im-

portance of being aware of pragmatics during evaluation and intervention procedures in the management of articulation and language caseloads.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS
SUMMARY
Pragmatics, defined by Bates (1976) as the use of language in context, is becoming a recognized area with which the speech-language pathologist should be concerned in terms of diagnosis and remediation.
In the past few years, there has been an abundance of research into
pragmatic skills as a part of normal child language development; however, pragmatic development in disordered populations has been investigated to a far lesser extent.

Research into disordered populations has

the importance of determining if, along with a disorder, pragmatic
problems are also present which could further impede an individual's
ability to participate effectively in conversational situations.

If

pragmatic problems are indeed further impeding individuals with speech,
language, and/or hearing problems, then it is important to be aware of
pragmatics in diagnostic and remediation procedures.
At this time, Wiig (1982) has the only marketed evaluation instrument.

Otherwise, one must refer to journal articles and unpublished

research or obtain materials from workshops and/or short courses.

The

Pragmatic Protocol devised by Prutting (1982a) is a tool to evaluate
the three pragmatic areas as described by Austin (1962) and Searle
(1969).

Hassan (1982) and Buen (in preparation) have utilized the

protocol in their investigations to evaluate deficits in school artic-
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ulation and language caseloads and normal students.
The purposes of this investigation were to identify, via the Pragmatic Protocol, the incidence of pragmatic disorders within public

school articulation and language caseloads and a control group of normal students and to specify the pragmatic areas, i.e., utterance propositional, and/or illocutionary/perlocutionary act categories in which
deficits occur.
The sixty seven- to nine-year old subjects drawn from two elementary schools in Canby, Oregon were divided into articulation disordered,
language delayed, and normal groups of twenty members each based on
specific criteria.

The articulation and language subjects were observed

in an informal conversation with their speech-language pathologists.
The normal subjects were observed in an informal conversation with their
classroom teachers.

Based upon these observations, the pragmatic behav-

iors of these subjects were judged via the protocol as being appropriate
or inappropriate.
The results indicated the normal group demonstrated a low incidence
of pragmatic deficits; when deficits did occur, they were solely within
the utterance act category, exhibiting difficulties with verbal and nonverbal aspects of speech.

The articulation group demonstrated a higher

incidence of pragmatic deficits with the most occurring within the utterance act category followed by the illocutionary/perlocutionary act
category, pertaining to the actual usage of language in a conversational
situation, and lastly, the propositional act category, dealing with the
linguistic dimensions of a verbal message.

The language group was

judged as having a much greater incidence of pragmatic deficits than
the other two groups with deficits evident in all three categories.
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The incidence of pragmatic deficits in the articulation and language groups was higher than in Hassan's (1982) and Buen's (in preparation) samples.

They also found the majority of deficits in their artic-

ulation groups occurred within the utterance act category but they did
not find a high incidence within the illocutionary/perlocutionary act
category as this study did.

Similar to this study, Hassan's language

group also demonstrated more deficits overall than her articulation
group.
The findings from all studies of pragmatic deficits within articulation disordered and language delayed populations support the current
trends to view a child's pragmatic skills as an important dimension of
communicative competence to be considered in the evaluation and remediation of communication disorders.
CLINICAL IMPLICATIONS
The findings of this investigation show there are indeed pragmatic
deficits in articulation disordered and language delayed populations.
If articulation and/or language deficits are interfering with a child's
skill to communicate effectively in conversational settings, the sole
remediation of these deficits will not necessarily clear up the pragmatic problems.

The child has learned to interact in conversational

settings in ways impeding him or her.

These ways might be a direct re-

sult of articulation and/or language deficits or might have been learned
as a reaction to these deficits, similar to stutterers having acquired
secondary symptoms.

Therefore, deficient pragmatic skills might not be

automatically remediated unless they are incorporated with articulation
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and/or language intervention.
In order to know if one should intervene and where to intervene
with pragmatics, it is evident that, along with an evaluation of articu-

lation and/or language skills, the speech-language pathologist needs to
assess a client's pragmatic skills, i.e., how well he or she communicates in conversational contexts.
This investigator found the Pragmatic Protocol (Prutting, 1982a)
to be a useful screening instrument for providing a multi-dimensional
picture of inappropriate pragmatic behaviors which could be impeding a
child's ability to be an effective communicator in conversational settings.

From a profile derived via the protocol, one could evaluate

specific deficient areas with more in depth procedures and then address
these areas in specific remediation programs.
The field of speech-language pathology is gradually creating procedures for facilitating pragmatic skills (Miller, 1978; Lucas, 1980;
Wallach and Lee, 1980; Wiig, 1982; McDonald and Gillette, 1982).

All of

the procedures from the above sources seem to center on a primary general thrust, that of providing the child with a wide variety of communication situations in which to learn specific pragmatic skills and facilitate the ability to determine what is appropriate in a given context.
Miller (1978) emphasized the development of turn taking, topic initiation, and topic termination strategies.

Lucas (1980) recommended

providing clients with situations in which they would have to use certain pragmatic skills.

Wallach and Lee (1980) suggested role-playing

to facilitate pragmatic skills.

Wiig (1982) has developed activities

and communication card games to enhance communication skills and the
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ability to verbalize appropriate given the intention and context.
McDonald and Gillette (1982) have designed a program called the Ecoloaical Communication System which focuses on the client, significant others,

and their interaction by improving the amount and quality of turn taking.
It seems important to include pragmatics in management procedures
through the incorporation of a variety of contexts, thereby providing
the child opportunities to develop the flexibility to use language in
different ways.

Such procedures could be planned to include articula-

tion and language objectives as well.

Perhaps the age-old problem of

transfer and generalization of skills outside of the clinical environment could be alleviated.

The child would be learning skills for prac-

tical, realistic communication situations.

Perhaps the child would bet-

ter understand the relevance of what he or she is learning with the application of these skills being reinforced via experiencing success in
actual situations in his or her daily existence.
RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS
The interest in pragmatic development in disordered populations has
just recently been kindled.
pragmati~

There is a need for more research into the

deficits in such populations as mentally retarded, autistic,

emotionally disturbed, hearing impaired, stuttering, voice and aphasic,
as well as further research into the pragmatic deficits found in articulation disordered and language delayed populations.

The Pragmatic Pro-

tocol (Prutting, 1982a) would be a useful tool for obtaining descriptive
data in terms of the incidence and patterning of deficits in various
populations.

However, as evidenced by comparing the present investiga-
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tion with those of Buen (in preparation) and Hassan (1982) in Santa
Barbara, the protocol needs to be defined operationally in more depth
and criteria for what constitute appropriate and inappropriate behaviors

need to be more precisely described for achieving consistent interreliabi lity across future research projects.

The Description of Appropriate

and Inappropriate Behaviors from the Pragmatic Protocol (Lucas and
Nicholson, 1982) (Appendix F) might provide a basis for operationally
defining the protocol.
It is also recommended that a control sample of normals be utilized,
as in this study, in helping to build a point of reference for what is
normal pragmatic behavior.

Such data give a guage of normalcy by which

to compare pragmatic behavior in disordered populations.

This investi-

gator also suggests that numerous training tapes of the normal and disordered populations within the age range to be examined be viewed and
evaluated via the protocol before observing the populations utilizing
the protocol in the actual data collection.
It would be of interest to utilize classroom teachers instead of
speech-language clinicians as the interactors for all of the subjects,
including the articulation and language subjects.

It would be particu-

larly interesting to examine the pragmatic skills articulation subjects
demonstrate while interacting with their classroom teachers as compared

to their clinicians.

Other types of interactors or contexts could

be

utilized as well such as subjects with peers, unfamiliar persons and/or
family members.
There is a tremendous need for obtaining nonnative data in conjunction with this protocol.

This investigation only examined seven-
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to nine-year olds from one community with a limited number of subjects.
Above all, it seems inportant to develop, implement, and measure
the effectiveness of pragmatic remediation procedures.

Up to this point,

the field of speech-language pathology is operating on mostly theoretical
assumptions for such procedures.

There is a need for applicable re-

mediation procedures for pragmatic deficits if the field of speech-language pathology is to accomplish its ultimate purpose of facilitating
the use of appropriate speech and language skills in the various contexts
of daily living.
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APPENDIX A
PRAGMATIC PROTOCOL

Name.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--

Date~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Conrnunicative Setting
Observed:

Conrnunicative Partners
Relationship

Comnunicative Act
UTTERANCE ACT
A.

B.

Verbal/Paralinguistic
1.

Intelligibility

2.

Vocal intensity

3.

Voice quality

4.

Prosody

5.

Fluency

Nonverbal
1.

Physical proximity

2.

Physical contacts

3.

Body posture

4.

Foot/leg movements

5. Hand/arm movements
6.

Gestures

7.

Facial expression

8.

Eye gaze

APorooriate

Inaoorooriate

No Opportunity
to Observe
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APPENDIX A (cont.)

Comnunicative Act
PROPOSITIONAL ACT
A.

Lexical selection/Use
1.

Specificity/
accuracy

B. Specifying relationships between words

c.

1.

Word order

2.

Given and new
information

Stylistic
variations
1.

The varying of
conmunicative style

ILLOCUTIONARY ACTS ANO

PERLOCUT IONARY
A.

Speech acts
1.

Speech act pair
analysis

2.

Variety of
speech acts

B. Topic
1.

Selection

2.

Introduction

3.

Maintenance

4.

Change

Appropriate

Inappropriate

No Opportun1 ty
to Observe
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APPENDIX A {cont.}

Corrmunicative Act

c.

Turntak1ng
1.

Initiation

2.

Response

3.

Repai r/revi si on

4.

Pause time

s.

Interruption/
overlap

6.

Feedback to
speaker

7.

Adjacency

8.

Contingency

9.

Quantity/
conciseness

C.A. Prutt1ng
University of California
Santa Barbara, CA
1982

Aoorooriate

Inaooroor1ate

No Oppo rt un 1ty
to Observe

the res·onance characteristics
of the vocal tract
the intonation and stress
patterns of the message
the smoothness, consistency
and rate of the message

Voice quality

Prosody

Fluency

Physical
proximity

Physicctl
contacts

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

the nunDer of times and
placenent of contacts
between speaker and listener

the distance from which
speaker and listener sit or
stand from one another

the loudness of the message

Vocal intensity

2.

nonverbal

the extent to which the
message is understood

The trappings by which the
act is accomplished

Inte 11 i gibil ity

verbal/
paralinguistic/

Description_ and _Coding

1.

lITTERANCE ACT

Taxonofl1Y___ ~ __ __ ___ Moda_l_ity __ __

Pool of Pragmatic Behaviors

APPENDIX B

for the nonverbal behaviors
see the following references:
R. Harper, A. Wiens, and
J. Matarazzo. Nonverbal
Conmunication: The State of
the Art. New York: John
Wiley and Sons, 1978.

References

any movements which support,
complement or replace
verba 1 be ha vi or
a positive expression is
when the corners of the
mouth are turned upward;
negative is downward turn;
neutral expression is when
face is in a resting position

Gestures

Facial
expression

12.

any movement with hand/ann
(touching or moving an
object or touching part of
the body or clothing)

11.

10. Hand/arm
movements

any movement of foot/leg

Foot/leg
movements

9.

nonverbal

forward lean is when the
speaker or listener moves
away from a 90 angle
toward other person; recline
is when one party slouches
down from waist to head and
moves away from the partner;
side to side is when a
person moves to the right
or left

Description _and_ C9_ding

Body posture

__Modality

8.

Taxonomv__ ---~- __

APPENDIX B (cont.)

B. Hoffer and R. St. Clair
(Eds.), Developmental
Kinesics: The Emerging
Paradi m. Baltimore:
Un vers1ty Park Press, 1981.

References

........
........

2.

1.

given information is that
information already known to
the listener--new information
is information not already
known to the listener

B.

given and new
information

gramnatical word order for
conveying message

lexical items of best fit
considering the context

A. word order

Specifying
relationships
between words

accuracy

A. speci fi c1 ty I

Lexi cal
selection/use

Linouistic dimensions of
the-meaning of the
sentence

verbal

Desc_r_ipt_ion_ and_· Coding

PROPOSITIONAL ACT

_Modality___ ____
when one looks directly at
the other's facial region;
mutual gaze is when both
ment>ers of the dyad look
at each other

~--

13. Eye gaze

Taxonomy

APPEND! X B'cont.)

B. Mac Whinney and E. Bates.
Sequential devices for
conveying givenness and
newness: A cross-cultural
developmental study.

References

())

-....J

3.

of communicative
style

A. The varying

Stylistic
variations

initialization

e.

adaptations used by the
speaker under various
dyadic conditions, e.g.,
polite forms, different

given information is
stated prior to new
information

if new information is
signaled the indefinite
article is used; if old
information then the
definite article is used

indefinite/
definite
article

given information may be
deleted

d.

verbal, paralinguistic,
nonverbal

and Coding

pronouns permit the listener
to identify the referent and
is one of the devices used
to mark givenness

Descri~tion

new information may be
marked by stressing various
items

ellipses

b.

Modalitt

c. emphatic
stress

pronominali zation

a.

Taxonomy

APPENDIX B (cont.)

~

M. Schatz and R. Gelman.
The Development of
Communication Skills:
Modification in the speech

1978.

Journal ·Of Verbal Learning
and ·Verba1 Be~avlor, 17,

References
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\.0

1.

Spee ch Act
pair analysis

verbal

______ Modal_ity__ ___

ILLOClJTIONARY AND
PERLOCUTIONARY ACTS

Taxonomy__

query/response-requests for
confinnation, neutral
requests for repetition,
requests for specific
constituent repetition

d1rective/compliancepersonal need, imperatives,
embedded imperatives,
permissions directives,
question directives, hints

the ability to take both
speaker and listener role
appropriate to the context

Illocutionary (intentions
of the speaker) and
perlocutionary (effects
on the listener)

syntax, vocal quality
changes

_ Descriptio_n and _C9d_Lng

APPENDIX B (cont.)

C. Garvey, contingent
queries. Unpublished
master's thesis. Johns
Hopkins University, 1975.
T. Gallagher. Revision
behaviors in the speech or
normal children developing
language. Journal of Speech
and Hearinq Research, 1977.

of young children as a
function of the listener.
SRCD Monographs, 1973.

References

CX>
0

2.

Variety of
Speech Acts

Taxonomy

The variety of speech acts
or what one can do with
their language such as:
comment, assert, request,
promise, etc.

co11111ent/acknowledgementdescriptions of ongoing
activities of innnediate
subsequent activity, of
state of condition of
objects, persons, naming,
acknowledgements which
are positive, negative,
expletive, indicatives

request/response-direct
requests, indirect
requests, inferred
requests, request for
clarification, acknowledgment of the request,
perform the desired action

ModaJ_i_t}'_ -~ ______Desc_ription and Coding

APPENOI X B (cont.)

J. Searle. Speech Acts: An
Essay in the Philosophy of
Language. Cambridge:
University Press, 1969.

J. Austin. How to Oo Things
with Words. Carilbridge:
Harvard University Press,
1962.

C. Mitchell-Kernan and
K. Kernan. Pragmatics of
creative choice among
children. In S. ErvinTripp and C. Mitchell
Kernan (Eds.), Child
Discourse. New York:
Academic Press, 1977.

References
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B.

A.

Maintenance

Change

c.

d.

Turntaking

introduction of a new
topic in the discourse

Introduction

b.

Smooth interchanges
between speaker and
listener

change of topic in the
discourse

maintenance of topic across
the discourse

the selection of a topic
appropriate to the
context

Selection

Modal icy__ ~~- _Description_ and _Co_ding

a.

Topic

Taxonol!l)'

APPENDIX B (cont.)

H. Sacks, E. Schegloff, and
G. Jefferson. A simplest
systematics for the
organization ·of turn taking
for conversation. In J.
Schenkein (Ed.), Studies in
the Organization of Conversational Interaction. New
York: Academic Press, 1978.

E. Keenan, and B.
Schieffelin. Topic as a
discourse notion: A study
of topic in the conversations
of children and adults. In
C. Li (Ed.), Subject and
~. New York:
Academic
l'reSS, 1976.
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N

Initiation

Response

Repair/
revision

Pause time

Interruption/
overlap

Feedback to
listener

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

Taxono111Y
Modalitl
and Coding

verbal behavior to give the
speaker feedback such as
"yea", "really;" nonverbal
behavior such as head nods

interruptions between
speaker and listener; overlap is when two people talk
at the sane time

when pause time is
excessive or too short
between words or in response
to a question or between
sentences this should be
noted

the ability to repair a
conversation when a break
down occurs and the ability
to ask for a repair when
misunderstanding, ant>iguity,
etc., has occurred

the responding as a
listener to speech acts

initiation of speech acts

Descri~tion
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utterances which share the
sanE topic with the
preceding utterance and
which add information to
the prior comnunicative
act
the contribution should be
as informative as required,
but not too informative

Contingency

QuantityI
conciseness

h.

1.

utterances which occur
i11111ediately after the
partner's utterance

Adjacency

up and down, can be
positive; side by side can
express negative affect
or disbelief

Moda_lJ j:_y _________ De_s~ri pt_i on _a_nd__C_o_dJ_ng

g.

Taxonomy
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APPENDIX C
PERMISSION REQUEST LETTER
Dear Parent:
I am a graduate student of speech-language pathology at Portland
State University. I am conducting a study of communication skills in
children ages seven through ten.
Children who presently are not in speech and language caseloads
will take a twenty-five minute speech, language, and hearing screening
test given by myself and another Portland State graduate student in
order to ensure normal speech, language, and hearing skills. The results of this test will only be used for the purposes of this study.
Those children passing the screening tests will then be randomly selected to participate further in the study.
Those children selected and other children receiving speech and
language services will then be observed by me during a ten to fifteen
minute conversation with either their classroom teacher or their speechlanguage pathologist. I will be looking at their communication skills
via a checklist of behaviors usually found in conversations. This information will aid us in our work with children.
There are no risks involved. In no way will your child's name be
used in reporting the results of this study. You are free to withdraw
your child from the study at any time without jeopardizing his or her
position in school.
If you have any questions regarding your child's participation in
this study, please contact me at 246-2843. If you wish for your child
to be a part of this study, please sign below indicating your approval
and return this to school with your child tomorrow.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Karen Lucas
Graduate Student,
Speech and Hearing Sciences
Portland State University
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APPENDIX D
LETTER OF PERMISSION AND INSTRUCTION
Dear Teacher:
I am a graduate student in the Speech and Hearing Sciences Program
at Portland State University. I am conducting a study of communication
skills in children ages seven through ten for my Master's thesis.
Recent research in our field is making us aware of the importance of
dealing with children's overall usage of language to respond to other
speakers. We call this skill pragmatics. Presently, there is a need
for procedures which could help us in evaluating a child's pragmatic
skills.
My study involves using a recently developed evaluation procedure.
I will be looking at children in articulation and language caseloads as
well as children in regular classrooms on a one-to-one basis in a tenminute conversation with their speech clinician or classroom teacher.
If you consent to interact with a few children from your classroom
or caseload, I want to give you some guidelines as to what I would like
to see happening during that conversation.
1.

Make it as normal and as casual a conversation as possible.

2.

In your mind, pretend you are waiting for the bus with this
child and are trying to make conversation.

3.

Talk about what happened that day at school or at home or what
he or she did over vacation.

4.

Be as non-directive as possible. In other words, try not to
control the conversation, but give the child an opportunity to
bring in new topics, ask you questions, and have turn at controlling the flow of the conversation.

5.

You can ask some questions, but just don't make all your comments questions.

Try not to draw attention to me. I will be sitting about three to
six feet away from you pretending to be reading my book or notes. If
the child wonders who I am, explain that I am an aide from another
school visiting for a couple of days.
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This study should help us in better understanding this relatively
new area of pragmatics and how it relates to what we do in helping
children in our caseloads to improve their communication abilities.
Please sign your name below if you consent to participate in the

study and give the form to either Lou McCoy or Margo Keller.

Your name will not be used in the recording or reporting of the results. You can withdraw from the study at any time without jeopardizing your relationship with your school or with Portland State University. If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact
me at 246-2843.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Karen Lucas
Graduate Student
Speech and Hearing Sciences
Portland State University
TEACHER Is NAME_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
DATE

---------------

APPENDIX E
REVIEW OF INSTRUCTIONS
1.

Make it as normal and as casual a conversation as possible.

2.

In your mind, pretend you are waiting for the bus with this child
and are trying to make conversation.

3.

Talk about what happened that day at school or at home or what he
or she did over vacation.

4.

Be as non-directive as possible. In other words, try not to control the conversation, but give the child an opportunity to bring
in new topics, ask you questions, and have a turn at controlling
the flow of the conversation.

5.

You can ask some questions, but just don't make all your comments
questions.

APPENDIX F
DESCRIPTION OF APPROPRIATE AND INAPPROPRIATE
BEHAVIORS FROM THE PRAGMATIC PROTOCOL
(Lucas and Nicholson, 1983)
Corrmunicative Act

Appropriate

Inappropriate

UTTERANCE ACT
A.

Verbal/Paralinguistic
1.

Intelligibility

No difficulty understanding subject's speech. No
need to often ask subject
to repeat due to poor intelligibility.

Subject's speech difficult
to understand. Interactor
needs to ask subject frequently to repeat due to
poor intelligibility.

2.

Vocal intensity

Subject uses intensity
varied and suited to the
message and situation,
e.g., quiet when telling
secret and louder when
excited.

Subject uses intensity too
loud or too soft for interactor and situation.

3.

Vocal quality

Subject uses vocal quality Subject uses vocal quality
not distracting to inter- distracting to interactor,
actor.
e.g., harshness, hoarseness,
vocal fry, hypernasality.

4.

Prosody

Subject uses suitable intonation and stress patterns not distracting for
interactor.

Subject uses unsuitable intonation and stress patterns
distractina for interactor,
e.g., monotone, too much
variety, not stressing content words.

5.

Fluency

Subject delivers message
smoothly, consistently,
and with appropriate rate,
e.g., not too fast nor too
slow for the interactor.

Subject consistently delivers message disfluently, in
a "choppy" manner, and/or
too fast or too slow for the
interactor.
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APPENDIX F (cont.)

ColTlllunicative Act
B.

Appropriate

Inappropriate

Nonverbal
1.

Physical proximity

Subject positionsself at
distance suitable for situation, e.g., in a dyad,
within 3-5 feet of interactor.

Subject positions self
either too close or too far
away for interactor.

2.

Physical contacts

Subject displays type and
amount of physical contact suitable for situation and relationship.

Subject displays type and
amount of physical contact
unsuitable for situation
and relationship, e.g., patting interactor on head,
kissing unfamiliar interactor.

3.

Body posture

Subject maintains body
posture not distracting
to interactor.

Subject uses body posture
distracting to interactor,
e.g., 'slouching', rocking.

4.

Foot/leg
movements

Subject displays foot/
leg movement appropriate
and not distracting to
interactor.

Subject displays foot/leg
movement distracting to
interactor, e.g., putting
feet on table or constantly
kicking table with feet.

5.

Hand/arm
movements

Subject displays hand/
arm movement appropriate
and not distracting to
interactor.

Subject displays hand/arm
movement distracting to interactor, e.g., putting
hands in mouth, picking nose,
playing with hair with hands.

6.

Gestures

Subject uses suitable
gestures for accompanying verbal message.

Subject uses gestures distracting to interactor,
e.g., usinq 9estures in
place of speaking, using
gestures conflicting with
meaning of verbal message.

7.

Facial expression

Subject uses variety of
facial expressions complementing intent of message and matching situation.

Subject uses facial expressions distracting to interactor or not fitting message, e.g., no change in expression, smiling while telling sad story.
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APPENDIX F (cont.)

Corrmunicative Act
8.

Eye Gaze

Appropriate

Inappropriate

Subject looks at interSubject does not look at
actors s facial region
interactor's facial region
for appropriate amounts of for appropriate amounts of
time during interchange.
time during interaction,
e.g., frequently looking
away or staring.
1

PROPOSITIONAL ACT
A.

Lexical selection/Use
1.

B.

Specificity/
accuracy

Subject uses vocabulary
fitting the situation and
accurate enough to convey
message.

Subject uses vocabulary interfering with communication,
e.g., vague terms such as
thing swear words offending to interactor.

Subject consistently
uses accurate word order.

Subject consistently uses
inaccurate word order
which detracts from intelligibility of message for
interactor, e.g., ! store
went''.

11

11

,

Specifying relationships between words
1.

Word Order

11

2.

C.

Given and new
information

Subject does not signal and
mark given and new information accurately for interactor, e.g., using pronoun
he before telling who "he"
is; using a person's name
when a pronoun could be used.
11

11

Stylistic Variations
1.

The varying of
communicative style

ILLOCUTIONARY/PERLOCUTIONARY ACTS
A.

Subject signals and marks
given and new i nformati on accurately for interactor, e.g. uses pronouns, ellipses, emphatic
stress.

Speech acts

Subject does not use style
Subject uses style suitable for relationship with suitable for relationship
with interactor.
interactor.
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APPENDIX F (cont.)

Corrrnunicative Act

Appropriate

Inappropriate

1.

Speech act pair
analysis

Subject takes both the
speaker and listener role
in the interchange.

Subject does not take both
speaker and listener roles,
e.g., dominates conversation by always taking speaker role; listens and only
responds to direct questions.

2.

Variety of
speech acts

Subject uses language
for a variety of functions
which suit the situation.

Subject does not use adequate variety of functions,
e.g., predominately uses
one function such as requesting.

B. Topic

c.

1.

Selection

Subject selects topic
suitable and relevant for
interchange.

Subject does not select
topic suitable for interchange, e.g., talks about
something boring to interactor.

2.

Introduction

Subject introduces topic
in a logical, coherent
way.

Subject does not introduce
topic effectively, e.g.,
does not give enough or
gives too much information
6n topic for the interactor.

3.

Maintenance

Subject maintains his
topic and interactor's
topic during interchange.

Subject does not maintain his
nor interactor's topic during
interchange, e.g., answers
interactor's questions, but
does not expand on them to
further discussion of topic.

4.

Change

Subject marks change of
topic effectively for
interactor, alerting him
that he has changed topic.

Subject changes topic, but
does not alert interactor
that he has changed topic.

Subject initiates topics
and statements.

Subject does not initiate
topic and statements without
prompts from interactor, e.g.,
only responds to interactor's
questions and statements.

Turn taking
1.

Initiation
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APPENDIX F (cont.)
Communicative Act

Appropriate

Inappropriate

2.

Response

Subject replies to interactor's statements and
questions (whether or not
on topic).

Subject does not reply to
interactor's statement and
questions.

3.

Repair/revision

When interactor does not
understand message, subject clarifies or repairs
own statement. When subject does not understand
interactor's message, subject asks interactor to
clarify.

During communication breakdown, subject does not repair own statements nor request clarification of interactor's statements.

4.

Pause time

Subject uses adequate
amount of pause time between words and times response to interactor
appropriately.

Subject does not use adequate amount of pause time
between words and times
responses to interactor inappropriately, e.g., too
long or too short.

5.

Interruption/
overlap

Subject rarely interrupts interactor.

Subject frequently interrupts interactor.

fi.

Feedback to
speaker

Subject gives interactor
verbal and nonverbal
feedback that he is listening, e.g., "yeah",
"really", nodding.

Subject does not give interactor any feedback that
he is listening to what
interactor is saying.

7.

Adjacency

Subject gives utterances
which fit immediately
prior utterance.

Subject gives utterances
which do not fit immediately
prior utterance, e.g.,
answering questions much
later with intervening conversation between question
and response.

8.

Contingency

Subject responds to immediately prior utterance and expands on it,
e.g., "Let's go to the
store." "Yeah, and let's
get apples."

Subject does not expand on
prior utterance, e.g., repeats interactor's statements but never adds information: "You went to the
beach? "Yeah, I went to the
beach."
11
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APPENDIX F (cont.)

Communicative Act
9.

Quantity I
conciseness

Appropriate

Inappropriate

Subject consistently
gives enough but not too
much information to the
interactor.

Subject consistently contributes too much or not
enough information for the
interactor.

